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March 17, 1994

Mr. James Souby

Executive Director

Western Governors’ Association

600 17th Street, Suite 1705 South Tower
Denver, CO 80202 -

Dear Mr. Souby:

I want to bring to your attention an issue which has the potential to threaten the
viability of virtually every hardrock mine in the United States.

On January 18 of this year the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
proposed to add two sites at Kennecott Utah Copper Corporation (KUCC) to the Superfund
National Priorities (NPL) Listing. This action comes despite our massive, accelerated

- cleanup program which has been ongoing for the past two and a half years.

While most of the twenty areas identified for cleanup by Kennecott and EPA involve
historic mine waste and date back to the turn of the century, the listing identified the
Bingham Canyon Mine itself as a contaminant source for the following reasons:

1. The presence of metals from the naturally occurring orebody in water at the
bottom of the pit. (The water is pumped out of the mine, utilized in the
process, and ultimately discharged pursuant to a Utah NPDES permit.)

2. The fact that the pit, which is currently being mined, is not lined.

The idea that an active mine can be listed as a contaminant source because of the
presence of metals, and the fact that it is unlined is not only absurd, but inconsistent with
the original intent of the Superfund program and contrary to EPA’s own definition of
"source”. It also has the potential to set a precedent that could apply to any hardrock mine
in the country. ‘

It is worth mentioning that EPA took the unprecedented step of listing a total of 89
"potential sources" at the north and south areas of our Utah Copper property, but did not
substantiate the existence of these "potential sources" or even that any hazardous substances
are present. -
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Kennecott’s ongoing cleanup program is addressing historic waste sites faster, better,
and cheaper than EPA’s Superfund program. Many of the "source areas” listed in EPA’s
scoring package have already been cleaned up and some are sites where the regulatory
agencies had earlier recommended no further action. In addition, at least two of the "source
areas” identified by EPA are facilities operated under federally delegated programs, such
as the Clean Air and Clean Water Acts. The added layer of Superfund bureaucracy on top
of the existing federal programs (not to mention state programs) will only serve to slow
down the cleanup and make it considerably more expensive.

I have enclosed for your information a copy of the scoring document which
specifically deals with the listing of the Bingham Canyon Mine, as well as a copy of the
Federal Register notice explaining how to submit comments on EPA’s proposal.

The January 18th Federal Register proposal triggered a 60-day public review and
comment period. Although the company asked for a 90-day extension of this public
comment period, EPA granted only a 30-day extension. Therefore, if you are inclined to
participate in this public process, written comments must now be submitted to EPA by
April 20, 1994.

Complete scoring packages are available at EPA Headquarters in Washington D.C.
and EPA Region VIII in Denver, Colorado. A set of references is available at Kennecott
Corporation and we are willing to provide you access to those documents at our office in
Salt Lake City.

The implications of EPA’s proposal are very disturbing. Kennecott is vigorously
opposing the proposed NPL listing. To help ensure the viability of the Untied States mining
industry, I hope you will join us in this effort.

If you have any further questions regarding this issue, please contact Alexis
Fernandez at (801) 322-8036.

Sincerely,

Bob E. Cooper6

BEC/jhl
Attachment




2568

Federal Register / Vol. 53, No. 11 / Tuesday, January 18, 1994 / Proposed Rules

each place it appears and adding
“Copyright Office”.

§259.4 [Amended]

37. Section 258.4 is amended by
removing “Copyright Royalty Tribunal”
each place it appears and adding
“Copyright Office”.

§259.5 [Amended]

38. Section 259.5 is amended by
removing “Copyright Royalty Tribunal”
each place it appears and adding
*Copyright Office™.

§259.5b ' [Amended]

39. Section 259.5(b) is amended by
removing 1825 Connecticut Avenue,
NW,, suite 918, Washuuyton, DC 20009"
and adding *Copyright Office, see
§251.1.".

§259.6 [Removed]
40. Section 259.6 is removed.
Dated: January 11, 1994.

Barbara A. Ringer,

Acting Register of Copyrights.

James H. Billington,

The Librarian of Congress.

|FR Doc. 84~1199 Filed 1-14-94; 8:45 am}

Bli.LING CODE 1410-08-M

Ei{VIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AGENCY

40 CFR Part 300

[TRL—4827-5)

tational Priorities List for Uncontrolied

Hazardous Waste Sites, Proposed Rule
No. 18 :

AGENCY: Environmental Protection
Agency.
ACTION: Proposed rule.

SUMMARY: The Comprehensive
Environmental Response,
Compensation, and Lisbility Act of 1980
{(“CERCLA"” or “the Act”), es amended,
requires that the National Oil and
Hazardous Substances Pollution
Contingency Plan (“NCP") include a list
of national priorities among the known
releases or threatened releases of
hazardous substances, pollutants, or
contaminants throughout the United
States. The National Priorities List
(*'NPL"") constitutes this list. .

The Environmental Protection Agency
{'EPA”) proposes to add new sites to
the NPL. This 16th proposed revision to
the NPL includes 16 sites in the Generel
Superfund Section and 10 in the Federal
Facilities Section. The identification of
a site for the NPL is intended primarily
to guide EPA in determining which sites
warrant further investigation to assess .

the nature and extent of public health
and environmental risks associated with
the site and to determine what CERCLA-
financed remedial action(s), if any, mey
be sppropriate. This action does not
affect the 1,192 sites currently listed on
the NPL (1,069 in the General
Superfund Section and 123 in the
Federa) Facilities Section). However, it
does increase the number of proposed
sites to 97 {67 in the General Superfund
Section and 30 in the Federal Facilities
Section). Final and proposed sites now
total 1,289.

DATES: Comments must be submitted on
or before February 17, 1994, for
Raymark Industries, Inc. (Stratford,
Connecticut), Lower Ecorse Creek Dump
(Wyandotte, Michigan) and Tennessee
Products (Chattanooga, Tennessee) since *
these are sites being proposed based on
ATSDR health advisory criteria and
present immediate concerns. For the
remaining sites in this proposal,
comments must be submitted on or
before March 21, 1994.

ADDRESSES: Mail original and three
copies of comments (no facsimiles or
tapes) to Docket Coordinator,
Headquarters; U.S. EPA CERCLA Docket
Office; 5201; Waterside Mall; 401 M
Street, SW.; Washington, DC 20460;
202/260-3046. For additional Docket
addresses and further details on their
contents, see Section 1 of the
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION portion of
this preamble. :

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Terry Keidan, Hazardous Site
Evaluation Division, Office of
Emergency and Remedial Response
{5204G), U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, 401 M Street, SW Washington,
DC 20460, or the Superfund Hotline,
Phone {800) 424-9346 or (703) 412-
9810 in the Washington, DC,
metropolitan area.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

1. Introduction

1. Purpose and Implementation of the NPL
111. Contents of This Proposed Rule

IV. Regulatory Impact Analysis

V. Regulatory Flexibility Act Anelysis

L Introducti_on

Background

In 1980, Congress enacted the
Comprehensive Environmental
Response, Compensation, and Liability
Act, 42 U.S.C. 9601-9675 (“CERCLA" or
*“the Act”} in response to the dangers of
uncontrolied bazardous waste sites.
CERCLA was amended on October 17,
1986, by the Superfund Amendments
and Reauthorization Act (“SARA""),
Public Law No. 99—499, 100 stat. 1613
et seq. To implement CERCLA, the
Environmental Protection Agency -

(“EPA" or “the Agency”') promulgated
the revised Nationa! Oil and Hazardous
Substances Pollution Contingency Plan
(*NCP"), 40 CFR part 300, on July 16,
1982 (47 FR 31180}, pursuant to
CERCLA section 105 and Executive
Order 12316 (46 FR 42237, August 20,
1981). The NCP sets forth the guidelines
and procedures needed to respond
under CERCLA to releases and
threatened releases of hazardous
substances, pollutants, or contaminants.
EPA has revised the NCP on several
occasions, most recently on Msrch 8,
1990 (55 FR 8666).

Section 105(a)(8)(A) of CERCLA
requires that the NCP include “criteria
for determining priorities among
releases or threatened releases
throughout the United States for the
purpose of taking remedial action.” As
defined in CERCLA section 101{24),
remedial action tends to be long-term in
nature and involves response actions
that are consistent with a permanent
reme:gl for & release.

Mechanisms for determining
priorities for possible remedial actions
financed by the Trust Fund established
under CERCLA (commonly referred to
as the “Superfund”) and financed by
other persons are included in the NCP
in 40 CFR 300.425(c) (55 FR 8845,
March 8, 1990). Under 40 CFR
300.425(c)(1), a site may be included on
the NPL if it scores sufficiently high on
the Hazard Ranking System {"HRS™),
which is appendix A of 40 CFR part
300. On December 14, 1990 (55 FR
51532), EPA promulgated revisions to
the HRS partly in response to CERCLA
section 105(c), added by SARA. The
revised HRS evaluates four pathways:
ground water, surface water, soil
exposure, and air. The HRS serves as a
screening device to eveluate the relative
potential of uncontrolled hazardous
substances, pollutants, and
contaminants to pose 8 threat to human
heslth or the environment. Those sites
that score 28.50 or greater on the HRS
are eligible for the NPL.

Under a second mechanism for
adding sites to the NPL, each State may
designate a single site as its top priority,
regardiess of the HRS score. This
mechanism, provided by the NCP in 40
CFR 300.425{c)(2), requires that, to the
extent practicable, the NPL include
within the 100 highest priorities, one
facility designated by each State
representing the gresatest danger to
public health, welfare, or the
environment among known facilities in
the State.

The third mechanism for listing,
included in the NCP in 40 CFR -

. 300.425(c)(3), allows certain sites to be

listed whether or not they score above
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28.50. if all of the following conditions
are met:

o The Agency for Toxic Substances
and Disease Registry (ATSDR] of the
U.S. Public Health Service has issued a
health sdvisory that recommends
dissociation of individuals from the
release.

o EPA determines that the release
poses a significant threat to public
health. '

o EPA anticipates that it will be
more cost-effective to use its remedial
authority than to use its removal
authority to respond to the release.

Based on these criteria, and pursuant
to section 105{a}(8)(B) of CERCLA, as
amended by SARA, EPA promulgates a
list of nationa!l priorities among the

" known or threatened releases of

hazardous substances, pollutants, or
contaminants throughout the United
States. That list, which is sppendix B of
40 CFR part 300, is the National
‘Priorities List (*NPL"). CERCLA section
105{a){8){B) defines the NPL as a list of
“releases” and as a list of the highest
priority “facilities.” The discussion
below may refer to the “releases or
threatened releases™ that are included
on the NPL interchangeably as
“releases,” “facilities,” or “'sites.”
CERCLA section 105{a){8){B) also
requires that the NPL be revised at least
annually. A site may undergo CERCLA-
financed remedial action only after it is
placed on the NPL, &s provided in the
NCP in 40 CFR 300.425(b)(1).

EPA promuigated an original NPL of -
406 sites on September 8, 1983 {48 FR
40658). The NPL has been expanded
since then, most recently on October 14,
1992 {57 FR 47180).

The NPL includes two sections, one of General Superfund Section. Thus, as of

sites being evaluated and clezned up by
EPA (the “General Superfund Section™),
and one of sites being addressed by
other Federal agencies (the “Federal
Facilities Section™}). Under Executive
Order 12580 and CERCLA section 120,
each Federal agency is responsible for
carrying out most response actions at
facilities under its own jurisdiction,
custody, or control, although EPA is
responsible for preparing an HRS score
and determining if the facility is placed
on the NPL. EPA is not the lead agency

at these sites, and its role at such sites -

is accordingly less extensive then at
other sites. The Federal Facilities
Section includes those facilities at
which EPA is not the lead agency. .

Deletions/Cleanups

EPA may delete sites from the NPL
where no further response is
appropriate under Superfund, as
explained in the NCP in 40 CFR
300.425(e) (55 FR 8845, March 8, 1990).

_ Livermore, CA, from the NPL.

To date, the Agency has deleted 56 sites  this rule, as well as the health advisories
from the Generel Superfund Section of  issued by ATSDR and documentation
the NPL, most recently the Suffern supporting the designation as a State top
Village Well Field, Village of Suffern, priority, where applicable, are :
New York (58 FR 30989, May 28, 1993), contained in dockets located both at
Pesticide Lab, Yekime, Washington (58  EPA Headquarters and in the
FR 46087, September 1, 1993), appropriate Regional offices. The
LaBounty Site, Charles City, lowa (58 dockets are available for viewing, by
FR 50218, October 6, 1993}, Aidex appointment only, after the appearance
Corporation, Council Bluffs, lowa (58 of this rule. The hours of operation for
FR 54297, October 21, 1993), Hydro- the Headquarters docket are from 9 e.m.
Flex Inc., Topeka, KS (58 FR 538368, to 4 p.m., Monday through Friday
November 9, 1993) and Plymouth excluding Federal holidays. Please
Harbor/Cannon Engineering Corp., contact individual Regional dockets for
Plymoutix. Massachusetts {58 FR 61029, hours. : ,‘
November 19, 1993). Docket Coordinator, Headquerters. USEPA
EPA also has developed en NPL TERCLA Docks Office, 5201 Waterside
construction completion list (“CCL™) to Mall, 401 M Sueet, SW., Washington, DC
simplify its system of categorizing sites 20460, 202/260-3046 .
and to better communicate the Elien Culhane, Region 1, USEPA, Waste
successful completion of cleanup Management Records Center, HES-CAN 6,
activities {58 FR 12142, March 2, 1993). }J.F. Kennedy Federal Building, Boston, MA

: . K . 02203-2211, 617/573~5729. -
Sites qualify for the CS‘I‘; \}he]m. Ben Conetta, Region 2, USEPA, 26 Federal
(1) Any necessary physica Plaza, 7th Floor, Room 740, New York, NY
construction is complete, whetherornot 49278, 212/264-6696 i
final cleanup levels or other Diane McCreary, Region 3, USEPA Library.
uirements have been achieved; . 3rd Floor, 841 Chestout Building, 9th &
re?z) EPA has determined that the

Chestnut Streets, Philadelphia, PA 19107,
response action should be limited to

215/597-7904 .
_construction (e.g., institutional

Courtland Street, NE., Atlants, GA 30365,
controls); or

{3) The site qualifies for deletion from
the NPL. Inclusion of a site on the CCL
has no legal significance. Boulevard, Chicago, 1L 60604, 312/886—

In addition to the 55 sites that have 6214
been deleted from the NPL because they  Bart Canellas, Region 6, USEPA, 1445 Ross
bave been cleaned up (the Waste Avenue, Mail Code 6H-MA, Dalias, TX
Ressarch and Reclamation site was
deleted based on deferral to another

rogram and is not considered cléaned
up), an additional 162 sites are also in
the NPL CCL, all but one from the

404/347—4216

Cathy Freemar, Region S, USEPA, Records
Center, Waste Management Division 7-J,
Metcalfes Federal Building, 77 West jJackson

75202-2733, 214/655-6740
Steven Wyman. Region 7, USEPA Library,
726 Minnesota Avenue, Kansas City, KS
66101, 813/551-7241 .
Greg Oberley, Region 8, USEPA. 839 18th
Street. Suite 500, Denver, CO 80202-2466,
303/284-7598
Lisa Nelson, Region 9, USEPA, 75 Hawthome
Street, San Francisco, CA 94105, 415/744~
2347
David Benpett, Region 10, USEPA, 11th
" Floor, 1200 6th Avenue, Mail Stop HW-
114, Seattle, WA 98101, 206/553-2103.

With the exception of Raymark
Industries, Inc. {Stratford, Connecticut),
Lower Ecorse Creek Dump (Wyandotte,
Michigan), and Tennessee Products
(Chanttanooga, Tennessee) which are

. sites being proposed based on the
ATSDR health advisory criteria, and
Boomsnub/Airco (Vancouver, - -
Washington) which bas been designated
as a State top priority, the Headquarters
docket for this rule contains HRS score
sheets for each proposed site: 8
Documentation Record for each site
describing the information used to .
compute the score; pertinent =~ . ’
information for any site affected by
Karticular statutory requirements or EPA
isting policies; and & list of documents
referenced in the Documentation :

October 1993, the CCL consists of 217
sites. :

Cleanups at sites on the NPL do not
reflect the total picture of Superfund
accomplishments. As of September 30,
1993, EPA had conducted 591 removal
actions at NPL sites, and 1,734 removal
actions at non-NPL sites. Information on
removals is available from the
Sux;sf‘:md hotline.

. ant to the NCP in 40 CFR
300.425{c), this document proposes to
add 26 sites to the NPL. The General
Superfund Section includes 1,069 sites,
and the Federal Facilities Section ’
includes 123 sites, for a total 0f1,182
sites on the NPL. Final and proposed
sites now total 1,289. These numbers
reflect EPA’s decision to voluntarily
remove the Hexcel Corporation site, in
Public Comment Period :

The documents that form the basis for
EPA’s eveluation and scoring of sites in
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Record. Each Regional docket for this
rule, except for the three ATSDR health
advisory sites and the State top priority
mentioned above, contains all of the
information in the Headquarters docket
for sites in that Region, plus the actual
reference documents containing the data
principally relied upon and cited by
EPA in calculating or evaluating the
HRS scores for sites in that Region.
These reference documents are available
only in the Regional dockets. For the
three sites proposed on the basis of .
health advisory criteria, both the
Headquarters and Regional dockets
contain the public health advisories
issued by ATSDR, and EPA memoranda
supporting the findings that in each case
the release poses a significant threat to
public heaith and that it would be more
cost-effective to use remedial rather
than removal authorities at the site. For
the site that has been designated & top
priority by the State, both the
Headquarters and Regional dockets
contain supporting documentation.
Interested parties may view documents,
by appointment only, in the
Headquarters or the appropriate
Regional docket or copies may be .
requested from the Headquarters or
appropriate Regional docket. An
informal written request, rather than a -
formal request under the Freedom of
Information Act, should be the ordinary
procedure for obtaining copies of any of
these documents.

EPA considers all comments received
during the comment period. During the
comment period, comments are placed
in the Headquarters docket and are
available to the public on an “as

-received” basis. A complete set of
comments will be available for viewing
in the Regional docket approximately
one week after the formal comment
period closes. Comments received after
the comment period closes will be
available in the Headquarters docket
and in the Regional docket on an “as
received” basis.

Comments that include complex or
voluminous reports, or materials

- prepared for purposes other than HRS
" scoring, should point out the specific
information that EPA should consider
and how it affects individual HRS factor
values. See Northside Sonitary Landfill
v. Thomas, 849 F.2d 1516 (D.C. Cir.
1988). EPA will make final listing
decision after considering the relevant
comments received during the comment
period.

In past rules, EPA has attempted to
respond to late comments, or when that
was not practicable, to read all late
comments and address those that
brought to the Agency’s attention a
fundamental error in the scoring ofa .

site. {See, most recently, 57 FR 4824
{February 7, 1992)). Although EPA
intends to pursue the same policy with
sites in this rule, EPA can guarantee that
it will consider only those comments
postmarked by the close of the formal
comment period. EPA cannot delay a
final listing decision solely to
accommodate consideration of late
comments.

In certain instances, interested parties
have written to EPA concerning sites
which were not at that time proposed to
the NPL. If those sites are later proposed
to the NPL, parties should review their
earlier concerns and, if still appropriate,
resubmit those concerns for
consideration during the formal
comment period. Site-specific
correspondence received prior to the
period of formal proposal and comment
will not generally be included in the
docket.

I1. Purpose and Implementation of the
NPL

. Purpose

The legislative history of CERCLA
{Report of the Committee on
Environment and Public Works, Senate
Report No. 96848, 96th Cong., 2d Sess.

60 (1880)) states the primary purpose of .

the NPL:

The priority lists serve primarily
informational purposes, identifying for the
States and the public those facilities and sites
or other releases which eppear to warrant
remedial actions. Inclusion of & facility or
site on the list does not in itself reflect e
judgment of the activities of its owner or
operator, it does not require those persons to
undertake any action, nor does it assign
liability to any person. Subsequent
government action in the form of remedial
actions or enforcement actions will be
necessary in order to do so, and these actions
will be attended by &ll appropriate
procedural safeguards.

The purpose of the NPL, therefore, is
primarily to serve as an informational
and management tool. The
identification of a site for the NPL is

- intended primarily to guide EPA in

determining which sites warrant further
investigation to assess the nature and
extent of the public health and
environmental risks associated with the
site and to determine what CERCLA
remedial action(s), if any, may be
appropriate. The NPL also serves to
notify the public of sites that EPA
believes warrant further investigation.
Finally, listing a site may, to the extent
potentially responsible parties are
identifiable at the time of listing, serve
as notice to such parties that the Agency
may initiate CERGEA-financed remedial
action. ) T :

Implementation

After initial discovery of a site at
which a release or threatened release
may exist, EPA begins a series of
increasingly complex evaluations. The
first step, the Preliminary Assessment
(“PA™), is 8 low-cost review of existing
information to determine if the site
poses a threat to public health or the
environment. If the site presents a
serious imminent threat, EPA may take
immediate removal action. If the PA
shows that the site presents a threat but
not an imminent threat, EPA will -
generally perform e more extensive
study called the Site Inspection {**SI").
The SI involves collecting additional
information to better understand the
extent of the problem at the site, screen
out sites that will not qualify for the
NPL, and obtein data necessary to
calculate an HRS score for sites which
warrant placement on the NPL and
further study. EPA may perform
removal actions at any time during the
process. To date EPA has completed

. approximately 35,000 PAs and
" approximately 17,000 Sls. -

he NCP in 40 CFR 300.425(b)(1) (55
FR 8845, March 8, 1990) limits .
expenditure of the Trust Fund for
remedial actions to sites on the NPL.
However, EPA may take enforcement
actions under CERCLA or other
applicable statutes against responsible
parties regardiess of whether the site is
on the NPL, although, as a practical
matter, the focus of EPA’s CERCLA
enforcement actions has been and will
continue to be on NPL sites. Similarly,
in the case of CERCLA removal actions,
EPA has the suthority to act at any site,
whether listed or not, that meets the
criteria of the NCP in 40 CFR -
300.415(b){2) (55 FR 8842, March 8,
1990). EPA’s policy is to pursue cleanup
of NPL sites using &l] the appropriate .
response and/or enforcement actions
available to the Agency, including
authorities other than CERCLA. The
Agency will decide on a site-by-site
basis whether to take enforcement or
other action under CERCLA or otber
authorities prior to undertaking
response action, proceed directly with
Trust Fund-financed response actions
and seek to recover response costs after
cleanup, or do both. To the extent
feasible, once sites are on the NPL, EPA
will determine high-priority candidates
for CERCLA-financed response action
and/or enforcement action through both
State and Federal initiatives. EPA will
take into account which approach is -
more likely to accomplish cleanup of
the site most expeditiously while using
CERCLA's limited resources as
efficiently as possible.
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Although the ranking of sites by HRS
scores is considered, it does not, by
.itself, determine the sequence in which
EPA funds remedial response actions,
since the information collected to
- develop HRS scores is not sufficient to
determine either the extent of
contamination or the appropriate
response for a particular site (40 CFR
300.425(b){2), 55 FR 8845, March 8,
1990). Additionally, resource
constraints may preclude EPA from
evaluating all HRS pathways; only those
presenting significant risk or sufficient
to make a site eligible for the NPL may
be evaluated. Moreover, the sites with
the highest scores do not necessarily
come to the Agency’s attention first, so
that addressing sites strictly on the basis
of ranking would in some cases require
stopping work at sites where it was
already underway.

More detailed studies of a site are
undertaken in the Remedial
Investigation/Feasibility Study (“RV ~

FS") that typically follows listing. The -

purpose of the RUFS is to assess site
conditions and evaluate alternatives to
the extent necessary to select a remedy
(40 CFR 300.430{a)(2) (55 FR 88465,
March 8, 1990)). It takes into account
the amount of hazardous substances,
pollutants or contaminants released into
the environment, the risk to affected
populations and environment, the cost
to remediate contamination at the site,
and the response actions that have been
taken by potentially responsible parties
or others. Decisions on the type and
extent of response action to be taken at
these sites are made in accordance with
40 CFR 300.415 (55 FR 8842, March 8,
1990) and 40 CFR 300.430 (55 FR 8846,
March 8, 1990). After conducting these
additional studies, EPA may conclude
that initiating a CERCLA remedial
action using the Trust Fund at some
sites on the NPL is not appropriate
because of more pressing needs at other
sites, or because a private party cleanup
is already underway pursuant to an
enforcement action. Given the limited "
resources available in the Trust Fund,
the Agency must carefully balance the
relative needs for response at the
numerous sites it has studied. It is also
_possible that EPA will conclude afier
further analysis that the site does not -
warrant remedial action.

RIUFS at Proposed Sites

An RUFS may be performed at sites
proposed in the Federal Register for
placement on the NPL (or even sites that
have not been proposed for placement
on the NPL) pursuant to the Agency’s
removal authority under CERCLA, as
outlined in the NCP in 40 CFR 300.415.
Although an RUFS generally is

conducted at a site after it has been
placed on the NPL, in a number of
circumstances the Agency elects to -
conduct an RUFS at a site proposed for
placement on the NPL in preparation for
a possible Trust Fund-financed remedial
action, such as when the Agency
believes that a delay may create -
unnecessary risks to public health or the
environment. In addition, the Agency
may conduct an RUFS to assist in
determining whether to conduct a
removal or enforcement action at a site.

Facility (Site} Boundaries -

The purpose of the NPL is merely to
identify releases or threatened releases
of hazardous substances that are
priorities for further evaluation. The
Agency believes that it would be neither
feasible nor consistent with this limited
purpose for the NPL to attempt to

" describe releases in precise geographical

terms. The term “facility” is broadly
defined in CERCLA to include any area
where a hazardous substance has “come *
to be located” (CERCLA section 101(8)),
and the listing process is not intended
to define or reflect boundaries of such
facilities or releases. Site names are
provided for general identification - .
purposes only. Knowledge of the
geographic extent of sites will be refined
as more information is developed
during the RUFS and even during
implementation of the remedy.

ecause the NPL does not assign
liability or define the geographic extent
of a release, a listing need not be
amended if further research into the
contamination at a site reveals new
information as to its extent. This is
further explained in preambles to past
NPL rules, most recently February 11,
1991 (56 FR 5598). . -

Limitations on Payment of Claims for
Response Actions

Sections 111{a){2) and 122(b}{1) of
CERCLA authorize the Fund to
reimburse certain parties for necessary
costs of performing a response action.
As is described in more detail at 58 FR
5460 (January 21, 1993), 40 CFR part
307, there are two major limitations
placed on the payment of claims for

-response actions. First, only private

parties, certain potentially responsible
parties (including States and political
subdivisions), and certain foreign
entities are eligible to file such claims.
Second, all response actions under
sections 111(a)(2) and 122(b)}(1) must
receive prior approval, or
“preauthorization,” from EPA.

HI. Contents of This Proposed Rule

Table 1 identifies the 16 NPL sites in
the General Superfund Section and

Table 2 identifies the 10 NPL sites in the
Federal Facilities Section being -
proposed in this rule. Both tab?es follow
this preamble. With the exception of
Raymark Industries, Inc. (Stratford, .
Connecticut), Lower Ecorse Creek Dump
(Wyandotte, Michigan), and Tennessee
Products (Chattanooga, Tennessee)
which are sites being proposed based on
ATSDR health advisory criteria, and
Boomsnub/Airco (Vancouver,
Washington) which has been designated

- as & State top priority, all sites are

proposed based on HRS scores of 28.50
or above. The sites in Table 1 are listed
alphabetically by State, for ease of
identification, with group number )
identified to provide an indication of -
relative ranking. To determine group
number, sites on the NPL are placed in
groups of 50; for example, a site in
Group 4 of this proposal has a score that
falls within the range of scores covered
by the fourth group of 50 sites on the
General Superfund Section of the NPL.
Sites in the Federal Facilities Section
are also presented by group number
based on groups of 50 sites in the -
General Superfund Section.

Statutory Requirements *

CERCLA section 105({a)({8)(B) directs
EPA to list priority sites “‘among" the
known releases or threatened releases of
hazardous substances, pollutants, or
contaminants, and section 105(a)(8)(A)

" directs EPA to consider certain

enumerated and “other appropriate”
factors in doing so. Thus, as a matter of
policy, EPA has the discretion not to use
CERCLA to respond to certain types of
releases. Where other authorities exist,
placing sites on the NPL for possible
remedial action under CERCLA may not
be appropriate. Therefore, EPA has
chosen not to place certain types of sites
on the NPL even though CERCLA does
not exclude such action. If, however, the

" Agency later determines that sites not

listed as a matter of policy are not being
properly responded to, the Agency may
place them on the NPL.

" The listing policies and statutory
requirements of relevance to this
proposed rule cover sites subject to the
Resource Conservation and Recovery
Act (“RCRA"} (42 U.S.C. 6901-6991i)
and Federal facility sites. These policies
and requirements are explained below
and have been explained in greater
detail in previous rulemakings (56 FR
5598, February 11, 1991).

Releases From Resource Conservation
and Recovery Act (RCRA) Sites

EPA’s policy is that non-Federal sites
subject to RCRA Subtitle C corrective
action authorities will not, in general, be
placed on the NPL. However, EPA will
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list certein categories of RCRA sites
subject to Subtitle C corrective action
authorities, as well es other sites subject
to those authorities, if the Agency
concludes that doing so best furthers the
gims of the NPL/RCRA policy and the
CERCLA program. EPA has explained
these policies in detail in the past (51
FR 21054, June 10, 1986; 53 FR 23978,
June 24, 1988; 54 FR 41000, October 4,
1989; 56 FR 5602, February 11, 1991},
Consistent with EPA’s NPL/RCRA
policy, EPA is proposing to add one site
to the General Superfund Section of the
NPL that may be subject to RCRA
Subtitle C corrective action authorities,
the Raymark Industries, Inc. site in
Stratford, Connecticut, which is being
proposed based on ATSDR health
advisory criteria. Material has been
placed in the public docket establishing
that the facility operated as & hazardous
waste generator and land disposal
facility. Reymark Industries, Inc. is a
RCRA Subtitle C regulated facility
which has initiated bankruptcy
proceedings. Listing of the Raymark
Industries, Inc. site on the NPL under
these circumstances is consistent with
EPA’s NPL/RCRA deferral policy.

Releases From Federal Facility Sites

On March 13, 1989 (54 FR 10520}, the
Agency announced & policy for placing
Federal facility sites on the NPL if they
meet the eligibility criteria (e.g., an HRS
score of 28.50 or greater), even if the
Federal facility also is subject to the
corrective action authorities of RCRA
Subtitle C. In that way, those sites could
be cleaned up under CERCLA, if
appropriate. :

This rule proposes to add ten sites to
the Federal Facilities Section of the
NPL. ‘

ATSDR Health Advisory Based
Proposed Sites ,
Raymark Industries, Inc. in Stratford,
Connecticut, Lower Ecorse Creek Dump
in Wvandotte, Michigan, end Tennessee
Products in Chattanooga, Tennessee, are
being proposed for the NPL on the basis
_ of section 425(c)(3) of the NCP, 40 CFR
300.425(c)(3) (55 FR 8845, March 8, .
1990). .

Raymork Industries, Inc..

The Raymark Industries, Inc. site
includes the Raymark Industries, Inc.
facility and other locations where -
Raymark Industries, Inc. facility waste
has come to be located and that EPA
determines pose a significant threat to
public health. The Raymark Industries,
Inc facility comprises about 500,000
square feet of office, storage and
production space on 33.4 acres next to
Interstate Route 95. A public recreation

park containing a baseball diamond and
recreation field is located immediately
northwest of the site. The facility began
operations st this location in 1919 and
rimarily manufactured asbestos brake
inings and other automotive asbestos
products until operations ceased in
1989. The facility operated as a
hazardous waste generator and land
disposal facility. The hazardous waste
produced on-site consisted primarily of
lead-asbestos dust, metals and solvents.
From 1919 to July 1884, Raymark
Industries, Inc. used a system of lagoons
to attempt to capture the waste lead and
asbestos dust produced by its
manufacturing process. Over this 65
year period, these lagoon systems were
Jocated throughout the western and
central areas of the facility. As the
lagoons filled with sludge they were
covered with asphalt and often built
upon. Dredged materials were also
landfilled at other locations, including

. the adjacent ballfield. Interim sctions
‘intended to stabilize waste have been

conducted et the Raymark Industries,
Inc. facility and the ballfield.

An intensive surficial sampling
program of the other locations where
waste from Raymark Industries, Inc. is
known or suspected to have been T
received and used as fill was instituted
by the Connecticut Department of
Environmental Protection and EPA in
April 1993. Based upon the analytical
results of this activity, which indicated
concentrations of lead, asbestos, and
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs),
ATSDR issued a public health advisory
on May 26, 1993 for “Raymark
Industries/Stratford Asbestos Sites"".

“The advisory recommended dissociation

of the public from areas where exposure
to Raymark Industries, Inc. waste at
levels of health concern can occur. The
presence of dioxin in Raymark
Industries, Inc. waste has subsequently
been confirmed. The advisory was based
on the concern that people could be
exposed to site-related contaminants
through inhalation, direct dermal

- contact, ingestion of waste present in

the soil, and consumption of potentially
contaminated area seafood.

The results from samples collected to
determine the lateral extent of
contamination at known disposal
locations has served as the basis for
supplemental ATSDR site-specific
Health Consultations. ATSDR
recommended immediate response .
actions based upon the finding of
imminent health threats. Sampling to
determine the vertical extent of
contamination at these disposal areas is
presently being conducted to expedite
complete site characterization. Site -
characterization and initiationof

mitigation actions at known locations
and at newly discovered sites are being
prioritized for early action.

EPA's assessment is that the site poses -
a significant threat to human health and
anticipates that it will be more cost-_
effective to use remedial authority than
to use removal authority to respond to
the site. This finding is set outin a
memorandum dated November 3, 1993,
from Merrill S. Hohman, Region 1 Waste
Management Division Director, to Larry
Reed, Hazardous Site Evaluation
Division Director. This memorandum
and the ATSDR edvisory are available in
the Superfund docket for this proposed
rule. Based on this information, and the
references in support of proposal, EPA
believes that the Raymark Industries,
Inc. site is appropriate for the NPL
pursuant to 40 CFR 300.425(c)(3).

Lower Ecorse Creek Dump

The Lower Ecorse Creek Dump site is
located in Wyandotte, Wayne County,
Michigan. The site consists of the
residence at 470 North Drive and three
neighboring parcels of land. The site
occupies a level area with the back of
the lots abutting the Ecorse River.
During the period between 1945 and
1955, and prior to the house at 470
North Drive being built, the low lying.
swampy area of the creek was filled
with material from local industries.
Some of the fill material contained what
has been confirmed as ferric
ferrocvanide, commonly referred to as
*Prussian Blue™. The blue soil was also
found across the street at 471 North
Drive, approximately two feet below the
surface and the owner of the residence
at 469 North Drive also reported that he
found the blue soil in his vard. In
addition, there are two vacant lots east
of 470 North Drive where Prussian Blue
is exposed. Neighborhood children have
used portions of these lots as a go-cart
track and wearing of the topsoil by the
go-carts has exposed the Prussian Blue.

The EPA was contacted by the Wayne
County Health Department on October
25,1689, EPA tasked its Technical
Assistance Team (TAT) on October 27,
1989, to conduct a site investigation and
sampling. Sampling results were -
provided to ATSDR for review and
assessment. ATSDR’s review on
November 22, 1989, concluded that
“The levels of cyanide found in the soil
do present an urgent public health
threat. Steps to eliminate any direct
contact with the contaminated soil need
to be taken immediately.”

Following ATSDR'’s determination
that the presence of cyanide-
contaminated wastes in an unrestricted
residential area presented an immediate
and significant public health threat,
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EPA’s Emergency Response Branch

initiated removal activities. On
December 4, 1989, work commenced to
cover the contaminated areas with six
inches of clean topsoil and fill in areas
of the driveway and sidewalk which
had been previously excavated by the
property owner. This action eliminated
physical contact with Prussian Blue and
related cyanide compounds which had
spread throughout the area. The initial
action was completed in the summer of

. 1990 with the establishment of a

vegetative cover. .
he Final ATSDR Health Advisory

which was released on August 13, 1993,~

recommended the following actions:

(1) Immediately dissociate the
affected residents from cyanide
contamination, which is at levels of
health concern in residential subsurface
soils;

(2) Implement permanent measures to
remediate the contamination as '
appropriate; and

E)) nsider including the Lower
Ecorse Creek Dump site on the EPA
National Priorities List or, using other
statutory or regulatory authorities as
appropriate, take other steps to
characterize the site and take necessary
action.

Additional recommendations by
ATSDR include conducting a door-to-
door well survey and well sampling to
determine the extent and level of any °
groundwater contamination. ATSDR
also suggests restricting digging into
contamninated subsurface soil to prevent
buman contact with contaminated soils
and released cyanide gas.

EPA’s assessment is that the site poses
a significant threat to human health and
anticipates that it will be more cost-

-effective to use remedial anthority than

to use removal authority to respond to
the site considering the costs and time

. involved in an extensive groundwater

study and potential groundwater
remediation. This finding is set out in

a memorandum dated August 30, 1993,
from William E. Muno, Region 5 Waste
Management Division Director, to Larry
Reed, Hazardous Site Evaluation
Division Director. This memorandum
and the ATSDR advisory are available in
the Superfund docket for this proposed
rule. Based on this information, and the
references in support of proposal, EPA
believes that the Lower Ecorse Creek
Dump site is appropriate for the NPL
pursuant to 40 CFR 300.425(c}(3).

Tennessee Products

The Tennessee Products site, is an
aggregation of Southern Coke
Corporation {Southern Coke),
Chattanooga Creek Tar Deposit Site and
Hamill Road Dump No. 2. The site is

located in a heavily populated, low-
income, urban and industrial area in the
Chattanooga Creek (the creek) basin in
Chattanooga, Hamilton County,
Tennessee. The site consists of the
former Tennessee Products coke plant
and its associated uncontrolled coal-tar
dumping grounds in Chattanooga Creek
and its floodplain. Uncontrolled
dumping of coal-tar wastes has
contaminated the facility, groundwater
resources underlying the facility, and
surface water resources downstream of
the facility including wetlands and
fisheries.

The former Tennessee Products coke

plant {a.k.a. Southern Coke) is located at
4800 Central Avenue, south of Hamill/
Hooker Road and approximately one
mile west of the creek. The coal-tar
wastes are located along an approximate
2.5 mile section of the creek extending
from just upstrearn of Hamill Road
bridge to the creek’s confluence with
Dobbs Branch. The coal-tar deposits are
.the result of dumping coal-tar wastes
directly into the creek and onto the -
floodplain within the immediate
vicinity of the creek channel. The
largest coal-tar deposits have been
found in the creek bed and along its
banks within a 1 mile segment of the
creek between Hamill Road and 38th
Street. Analyses for polynuclear
aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) as well
as visual inspection of sediment cores
confirm that coal-tar has heavily
contaminated this segment of the creek
plus an additional 1.5 miles of the creek
downstream from this segment.

ATSDR issued a Public Health
Advisory for the Tennessee Products
Site on August 20, 1993, based on the
chemical and physical hazard presented
by the coal-tar deposits at the site. The
Advisory recommends the following
actions:

(1) Dissociate residents from the coal-
tar deposits; '

(2) Continue site characterization to
address the potential for migration of
contaminants;

(3) Consider the Tennessee Products
Site for inclusion on the NPL;

(4) As appropriate, consider other
coal-tar contaminated sites along the
creek for inclusion on the NPL.

Studies have been conducted on
Chattanooga Creek on several occasions
by EPA and other agencies since 1973.
Several of these studies indicate that

- coal-tar constituents have contaminated
the creek and its sediments: The latest
of these studies, conducted in 1992 by
EPA, has revealed the extent of the coal-
tar dumping along the creek. This new
information, in combination with -
historical file information, supports the
aggregation of the above mentioned

sites. The aggregation criteria is
discussed in a memo to the file, from
Loften Carr, Site Assessment Manager,
EPA Region 4, dated June 8, 1993,
which is included in the nomination
package. .

Historical sampling and aerial
photographic evidence indicate that the
tar was dumped into the creek, on the
banks and in areas near the creek over
several years during the 1940s and
1950s. During World War 11, the U.S.
Government purchased the Tennessee
Products facility and operated it for the
war effort. The facility was sold back to
the company after the end of the war.
Due to increased coke production
during the war, a substantial increase in
waste generated by Tennessee Products
may have strained waste handling
procedures practiced by Tennessee
Products before 1941. Documentation of
the disposal practices of Tennessee
Products during this time period is not
available; however, Tennessee Products
maintained a private sewer line which
discharged directly into the creek.

EPA’s assessment is'that the site poses

. & significant threat to human health and

anticipates that it will be more cost-
effective to use remedial authority than
to use removal authority to respond to
the site. This finding is set outina
memorandum dated August 17, 1993,
from Joseph R. Franzmathes, Region 4
Waste Management Division Director, to
Larry Reed, Hazardous Site Evaluation-
Division Director. This memorandum
and the ATSDR advisory are available in
the Superfund docket for this proposed
rule. Based on this information, and the
references in support of proposal, EPA
believes that the Tennessee Products
site is appropriate for the NPL pursuant
to 40 CFR 300.425(c)(3).

Name Change

EPA is proposing to change the name
of the Schofield Barracks site in Ozhu,
Hawaii, to Schofield Barracks/Wheeler

"~ Army Airfield. EPA believes the name

change more accurately reflects the site.
IV. Regulatory Impact Analysis
Executive Order 12866

This action was submitted to the
Office of Management and Budget
(OMB) for review under Executive
Order 12866 (58 FR 51735, October 4,
1993) and Executive Oryer 12580 {52 FR
2923, January 29, 1987). No changes
were made in response to OMB.

V. Regulatory Flexibility Act Analysis

The Regulatory Flexibility Act of 198¢
requires EPA to review the impacts of
this action on small entities, or certify
that the action will not have a
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the NPL tould increase the likelihood of
number of small entities. By small adverse impacts on responsible parties
entities, the Act refers to small (in the form of cleanup costs), but at this
businesses, small government .. time EPA cannot identify the potentially
jurisdictions, and nonprofit affected businesses or estimate the
organizations. ) . nlumﬁr cf){ sm:lll businesses that might
R . also be affected.
Nézh;ﬁ?:;rﬂe pirgg:looses tlotrevxse the  “The Agency does expect that placing
chanee since i dyp reguiatory 1 the sites in this proposed rule on the
change since it does not automatically  NpL could significantly affect certain
impose costs. As stated above, industries, or firms within industries,
Proposing_sites to th? NPL does not in that have caused a proportionately high
itself require any action by any party, percentage of waste site problems.
nor does it determine the liability of any However, EPA does not expect the
party for the cost of cleanup at the site.  listing of these sites to have a significant
Further, no identifiable groups are economic impact on a substantial
affected as a whole, As a consequence,  number of small businesses.
impacts on eny group are herd to In any case, sconomic impacts would
predict. A site’s proposed inclusion on  occur only through enforcement and

significant impact on a substantial

cost-recovery actions, which EPA takes
at its discretion on 8 site-by-site basis.
EPA considers many factors when
determining enforcement actions,
including not only the firm’s
contribution to the problem, but also its
ability to pay.

The impacts {from cost recovery) on
small governments and nonprofit

-organizations would be determined on a

similar case-by-case basis.

For the foregoing reasons, I hereby
certify that this proposed rule would not
have & significant economic impact on
a substantial number of small entities.
Therefore, this proposed regulation does
not require a regulatory flexibility
analysis.

NATIONAL PRIORITIES LIST—PROPOSED RULE NO. 16~—GENERAL SUPERFUND SECTION
T JNumber of Sites Proposed to General Superfund Section: 16} :

State ) ‘. Site name Citylcounty | NPL G
CA - | Frontier Fertilizer ... Davis - 14
CcT Raymark industries, inc Sratiord ...eeeeeesieess § NA
FL Chevron Chemical Co. (Ortho Division) Orlando .u..cereees 45
A Mason City Coal Gasification Plant Mason City woeviee. 1
KS - | Chemical Commodities Inc Olathe . a5
LA Lincoln Creosote Bossier City weeeeena §| _ 17
Ml Lower Ecorse Creek Dump Wyandotte ............ NA
NY GCL Tie and Treating Inc ; Viliage of Sidney .. 5
PA East Tenth Street > Marcus Hook ........ 4
TN Chemet Co : MOSCOW ccnivnrress, - 4/5
TN Tennessee Products Chattanooga ......... NA
ur Kennecott (North Zone) e 2
UT | Kennecott (South Zone) 2
ut Murray Smelter : 1
Vi island Chemical Corp/Virgin Islands Chemical Corp St CroiX weveiceceseres 45
WA Boomsnub/Airco Vancouver w.eiee. NA

' Sites are placed in groups (Gr) corresponding to groups of 50 on the final NPL.

NATIONAL PRIORITIES LIST—PROPOSED RULE NO. 16—FEDERAL FACILITIES SECTION
[Number of Sites Proposed to Federal Facilities Section: 10}

State Site name City/county NPL Gr3
CA Laboratory for Energy-Related Health Research/Old Campus Landfill (USDOE) Davis 4/5
FL Whiting Field Naval Air Station : Milton ...... 4!5
Hi Nava! Computer and Telecommunications Area Master Station Eastern Pacific Oahu N 4/5
ND Patuxent Naval Air Station ; . St Mary's Co ... a5
Mi Wurtsmith Air Force Base e losco County ........ 415
OH Air Force Plant 85 : ColumbUS ceveeecererne 4/5
OH Rickenbacker Air National Guard Bas LockbOUME weeermeses 45
PA Navy Ships Parts Control Center Mechanicsburg. ..... 4!5
VA Fort Eustis (US Amy) : Newport News ...... 4's
WA Old Navy DumpManchester Laboratory (USEPA/NOAA) Kitsap County ....... a5

1 Sites are placed in groups (Gr) corresponding to groups of 50 on the final NPL
List of Subjects in 40 CFR Part 300 Authority: 42 U.5.C. 6605; 42 U.S.C. 9620; Dated: Janﬁary 11,1994, -

. : 33 U.S.C. 1321{c}{2}; E.O. 11735, 3 CFR, Elliott P. Laws,

Alr pollution control, Chemicals, 1971-1975 Comp., p. 793; E.0. 12580, 3 CFR, Assx‘star;t Adm}nistmtor Office of Solid Waste

Hazardous materials, Intergovernmental 1987 Comp., p. 193. and Emergency Response.

relations, Natural resources, Oil
pollution, Reporting and recordkeeping
requirements, Superfund, Waste .
treatment and disposal, Water pollution
control, Water supply. =~

[FR Doc. 94-1146 Filed 1-14-94; 8:45 am)
BILUING CODE 6660-60-" .
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SOURCE DESCRIPTION

2.2 Source Characterization

Number of the source: 1

Name and description of the source: Kennecott Bingham (mine/pit)-

This active open pit copper mine, which developed from the early 1900s by consolidsting numerous
underground mining operations into an opea pit enterprise, currently is estimated to cover s0me two square
miles in area (Ref. 17 pg. 5 and 6, 29).

misznofthem.\vithr'efmwamnpofmdu: :

The opea pit is depicted in Figures 1 and 2 of the Documentation Record and is approximately four miles
southwest of the town of Copperton, Utah, and it is established within the upper reaches of Bingham Canyon
within the Oquirrh Mousotains (Ref. 29 and 38).

tajinmepnt

Gas release to air

NE

Particulate release 1o air

Active mining operations are estimated to generate approximately 950 tons of dust per year (Ref. 11 pg. 11),
but sprinkier systems are present which are used to assist in dust suppression and in jeachate geoeration (Ref.
34). '

Release to ground water

The opea pit operation inay be in contact with ground water at its cepter (although this may be run-off water
sccumulation slso). The pit is ot lined to preveat conpectiop with Jocal ground water. A series of cutoff
walls established to bedrock east of the pit and alluvial ground water wells along Bingham Creek actively
collect water for processing or disposal (although the efficiency of the current system is pot known) (Ref. 1
Summary pgs. 4 and 5).

Release via overland migration and/or flood

The pit is established at the ongin of Bingham Creek. The depth of the pit makes it improbable that run-off
within the pit could escape the pit. In fact run-off water is collected and piped to an ore copcentrating facility
in Copperton (Ref. 34 and 38).




2.4.1 Hazardous Substances
Chromium

Nickel ’
Selenium

. SD-Hazardous Substances
Source No.: |

Evidence Sample ID Reference
Mean water samples oblained S237 (series) 16, App. C
from pit water at the center S317 (series) .
of the pit were elevated in S400 (series) .
metal concentrations. .
The samples were ob-

tained during a five year

bydrogeologic study performed

by Kennecott from 1983 to 1988.
According to Keanecott, the
water in the pit is high in
*metals® since it intercepts

the ore body (Ref. 16 pg. 16).




‘ | -Hazardous Constituent Quantity
Source No.: 1

2.4.2. Bazardous Waste Quantity
2.4.2.1.1. Hazardous Copstitvent Quagtiy

Counstituent

Quaxtity (pounds)
There is not esough information available from samples that have been collected to estimate constituent
quantity for this source ares. Tbenmplesthumundtoabowh;nrdommmxhnmpmtwi:hin
this source area were collected from the water body at the bottom of the Bingham Canyon Mine and are pot

statistically represcotative of the concentrations of bazardous substances Jocated throughbout this source ares
(Refs. 16, 18).

sum: ‘ (pounds)

e s 2 ‘Hazardous Coastituent Quantity Value (S):
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KENNECOTT (NORTH ZONE)
Magna, Utah

The Kennecott (North Zone) site is located near the south shore of the Great Salt Lake. Magna, the pearest
town, bas 2 population of approximately 17,800 people and is located south of the large Keanecot! tailings pond.
Salt Lake City is approximately 1S miles east of the tailings pond. The site covers a large area and sources of
coptamination include the 5.700 acre tailings pond, a slag pile. contaminased residential soils 1o the town of
Magna, aod the refinery evaporation pond.

Kennecott Copper Corp.. which owns the site (excluding portions of Magna), bas operated a wide variety of
mineral processing and production facilities in the area since around 1900. The primary metal curreatly

_produced is copper, mued south of the site at Keanecott (South Zone), which is also being proposed to the NPL
at thus ume. :

Contaminants in the various sources include arsenic, chromium, copper, lead, selenium. and zioc. Analysis of
ground water monitoring wells-bave found high leveis of arsegic and selenium. The principal aquifer. which
supplies water to the Magna munucipal water system, underlies many of the sources at the site. I addiuon.
surface water analysis near wetlands shows releases of copper to the ditch pear the large tailings pond.

Current Kennecott activity in the North Zope site involves smelting and refining the concentrated copper ore |
that has been mined from the opea pit approximately 20 miles south of the site.

Kennecott is conducting an investigation in the area pear the smelter to determine the pature and extent of the
contamination prior to comstructing a new smeiter. T :

[The description of the site (release) is based on informarion available a1 the time the site was scored. The
description may change as additional informasion is gathered on the sources and extent of consaminarion. See
56 FR 5600, February 11, 1991, or subsequens FR notices. |

Superiund NEZIOouS Wasis it AEs0 LNOer e Comprenenans Emrorvnenm Resocrse, Compensascn. and Laceity Act (CERCLA) 29 amenced R.éw
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KENNECOTT (SOUTH ZONE)
Copperton, Utah

The Keanecott (South Zone) site area is located in Salt Lake County, Utah. The Salt Lake City suburban area
is located o the east and northeast of the site. While the pit and other ore extraction activities occur on the east

slope of the Oquirth Mountains, other sources extend to the east for at least six miles into the Salt Lake Valley.
The site ares covers approximately 37 square miles. :

Mining in the area began io the 1860s, with copper being the primary metal produced. Vanous mining
companies have operated in the district over the years, including ARCO Inc. (formerly Anaconda Co.) and
Keanecott Copper Corp. Since around 1900, Kennecott bas operated a wide variety of mineral processing and
production facilities onsite. Kennecott sent much of the mineral processing waste and copper ore from these
operations north to the Kennecott (North Zone). Tailings waste produced in the South Zoaoe is shipped to the
North Zoge by slurry and rail.

The South Zone includes wastes associated with extracting and concentrating copper ore. The main sources
identified at the South Zone are the opea pit. Bingbam Creek Channel. State Motorcycle Park, Lark Tatlings.
Butterfield Mine/St. Joe's Tunnel, Bingbam Creek/Anaconda Tailings, Large Bingham Reservoir, Small
Bingbam Reservour, Leach Dumps, Leachate Collection System. 80 Acre Evaporation Pond. 4000 West
Evaporation Pond, South Evaporatios Pood, and residential soils in West Jordan.

The largest source at the South Zose is the Leach Dumps, Which cover §,350 acres. Contaminants found tn
waste sources at the South Zoge include arseauc. cadmum, chromium, copper, lead, pickel, selemsum, silver.
and zinc. ’ S

Many communities in the Salt Lake Valley use ground water for municipal water supplies. In the area of the
sulfate plume ideatified by Kennecott reports, Communities are precluded from using the resource.
Concentrations of arsenic and cadmium have beea found in two municipal wells and ope domestic dnnkiog
water well, Chromium was also found in a domestic drinking water well. The municipal wells are 0o longer
being used. A very large sulfate plume that onginates from the Large Bingbam Reservoir extends for mules 1o
the Salt Lake Valiey Pnncipal Aquifer. Soil has been contaminated with tailings 1o residential areas withun the
city of West Jordan.

Kenpecott is curreatly working and has performed or participated in cleanup work under EPA enforcement
orders. Keanecott provided transportation and 2 repository for clean up of highly contaminated soils in West
Jordan. Kennecott removed waste rock from Burnterfield Canyon. Sludge and tailings bave been removed from
the Large and Small Bingham Reservoirs and are curreatly being regraded and lined. Kennecott is presently
removing waste rock and talings from the Lark area and Bingham Creek. ARCO is also parucipsting 1o
capping the Anaconda Tailings and removing coptaminated sedimeats from Bingham Creek. ln additicn.
Kennecott is undertaking many otber projects that are not under EPA order or oversight. :

[The description of the site (release) is based on informasion available at the time the site was scored. The
description may change as additional informasion is gashered on the sources and exsent of consaminaiion. See
$6 FR 5600, February 11, 1991, or subsequens FR notices. ]
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Lead Mine Mill
Utah Copper Co
Winnamuck Mill
Markham Mill
Wall's Mill
Shawmut Mill
Utah-Apex Mill
Roger's Mill
Boston Consolidated Mill

. Stewant No. 2 Mill

. Highland Boy Mill

. ‘Bingham-New Haven copper and Gold
Company Mill

13. Columbia Copper Company Mill -

14. Last Chance Mill

13. New England Gold and Copper Mill
16. Jordan Mill

17, Stewant Mil; = -

18. Spanish Mill

19. Telegraph Mill

20. Bemis Mill

21. West Mousuin Mining Company

Couoceatrator
22. Silver Shield Mill

y Mill

nuu\.uﬂhhAUNu
~°. L) ) 3 . . » 3 .

23. Bingham Mining and Milling Company

Mill :
24. Utab Consolidated Gold Mine Mill
25. Bingham Gold Mining Compasy
'26. Uub Concentrator
27. Heaston Conceatrator Jigs
28. Massasoit Mill
29. Queen Mill
30.«Utah Mill
31. Brooks Mill

. Durrant MiHQ4
. Egan and Ba il
. Bingham-New England Mill

. Robbe Cells
. Proler.

Utab Smelter

Winnamuck Smelter

Revere Smelter

Yamps Smelter

Coppertos Dumps

Obio Copper Company Mills

Revere Mill

Fortune Mill

New Mammoth Mill

Daltos and Lark Mill

Masscotte Tunnel, Ditch and Pond
Anaconda Carr Fork

. Starr Mill

. Utah-Delaware Mill

. Ipternational Mill

. International Smelter

. Water Supply Tunnel Dump

Barneys Canyon Gold Mine

. Precipitation Plants in Copperton
. Copperton Copcentrator

. Yellow Cake Plant

. Trans Jordan Landfill

. Sludge Farm

. Dry Fork Dumps

. Bivewater I Repository

Bluewater | North Repository

. ‘Midas Pond

Eastside Reservoir

LIST OF ADDITIONAL POTENTIAL SOURCES FOR THE KENNECOTT NORTH ZONE AREA

Smelter Stack Deposition Area
Magna Leaching Fadlity

Cobalt Leaching Fadility

Arthur Mill (Arthur Concentrator)
Black Rock Tailings Pond

Last Chance Smelter Pond

Flue Dust Disposal Area

Railroad Flue Dust Area

Refinery Evaporation Ponds

- Utah Copper Power Plant

RERgeeNane WP

Bonneville Crusher

- Magna Concentrator (Garfield Concentrator,

North Concentrator)

13. American Smelting and Refining Company Smelter (Garfield Smeiter, Kennecott Utah Copper

Smelter)

' 14. Garfield Add Plants
15. Add Storage Fadlity
16. Refinery
17. New Power Plant
18. Smelter Lagoon
19. Rail Grave Yard
20. Diving Board Tailings

21. Wastewater Treatment Plant Sludge Impoundments

22 Kennecott Tailings Pond Land”l] -
23. Smelter Landfills

24. Tailings Slurry-Pipeline

25. Concentrate Slurry Pipeline




1 93eg

PUURYD X301 weyIulg oY) Ui PIIEIO] dIE I
*s3uijiey asay) 1240 ded e ooy pue ajepijosU0D

0) Vdd Yitw Supiomn st 0DYY ‘polenis

e Koy Y2y uo puey ay) pue spuod suijres oy
Y10g sumo ‘Luedwio) epuodruy ay) jo aseyoind
1oy y3noayy "0V "s19Y10 Jo A1jiqisuodsos

2y} S1 1S S1Y) 2ou1s ‘uoide ou Juiye) st 0ddUUIY

“1ojeam punosd
o} pasedjas oq Sew sFuijie) ui spejo
p 124 39 1ie ul sjeRN

)18 1J020UUDY] © JON

sduipie ] epuodruy

Fuiyy pue Se5 10 Jo uoisiaIg
yeIN} o4 twog) 10afoud jeaowol s1y) 10g preae Keq
Yueyg €661 B Pa:119324 NOIDUUDY “UOHLWEDII D)8
Jo a8eis fewy) oy Sund|dwiod st pue ‘geg | Ul 3004

1SeAl 2Y) JO [BAOWIL 24} P)djdwInD NOIDULIY

s10em punoad 10 odujans
01 paseo]al 5q Lew Yo djseas Ui SR

YO0 NSEM pPRIONNG ‘|

Yooy disepm protponng

eiqey

3J1{p}im 0} BOIE Y3 WINAI O) UOLBILRIDDI YIS

Jo 33es jeuy) ay) Sunajduiond st pue ‘geg | ul 208
215BM 3} JO |eAOWDI DY) PaId|dWnD 1j030UUDY

‘S0 punosd

10 90u41ns O) posua)al 3 e ¥o0s d)sem
ul sgeRpy s3uiper se sopd Yool agsem
BOIE Jie] 0SOY) saHnuap! Sjoyeisiw V4o

XY DT YT Y|

sdune |y

“IEHQRY JHP{im SR BIIE DY) 210)S3)

0) £emI0opun 8§ UOHEWE[DDI IS feuL ‘ded jlos

€ Yllm 53U1)18) UONEIUIdNO0D DIUDSIE PUE PES] MO)
dujurewdy ay) Juuaaoo pajojdwiod sey pue *gep |
ut sjods joy, s3uljie) WONRUIILOD dludsIE pue
Pe3 431y ays jo [Baowal 3y) parodwod 1103ouudY

s191eA punosd o adejins
0) paseojos oq Sew sTuipte) ui sjey

s3unjie ) (yreg 300 Img) Y s |

‘adeuielp 1oemon|g

oY) ur Auadoad sy uo Kioysodas papngsuos
&jye1oads e ui s3uljie asay) pased poaouudy
'Spied [BUIPISAI [C WOLJ S[10S PIIBUNLEINOD
dIUasIE pue peaj UONEBAHUIIUOD YT 1Y DA0WD)

01 |661 Ut V43 Y yum pajedioied 11020uuay

‘ssodop
s3uipm aumisiy wol) piuasie pue pes)

squipe § yooup wieydng ‘6

yid oppfau0i0py o

S|I0S BEPIOL 1S3

Juadd

yeN Jo g *paedajop Sjjriopa4 v £q pojjonucs
51 (94 1[G 1E210 3y 0) Kjarewiin put) youp L
=D 1B JudWIL0LAUD 9Y) 0) S1D)eM 353Y) Jo d31eqdsIp
W oY | wdisAs sarem ssaooud sy ul osn

10} ounu oy uggitm s3unds pue sdoas $1991j0d pue
‘3ulul 3Y) pUNKIE SI31M WLID)S SLIDAID 110D0UUDY

Y11A\ HONBUILEZILOD [10S DRJINS D[GISSO

sisanod £y sy pwoddns

0] 20UaP1Ad Ou Sap1aad 10q *sIDJEA
punosd pue dduHNs 0 $AdUR)SGNS D8OY) JO
aseo|u djqissod e sozisoyiodAy vqg oui
oY1 UL 13JRAY UE POIIIIOP UM LUNIUDIN
pu 1oy014 *praj “saddod “winiwony

nsodap 210 feow

SSRp-p o e st oy weyduig oy jey)
udatd *osudins ou s1 spejow jo osudsald
ay [ 'o1s 918w snoprezey ¢ jou *Sjpoe)
Funesddo 34008 we s1 ou o | duoy

aupy o luery weydng

2u07 YInog

2118 S|4 . 18 SuopIY })0dduuay

adeyouy
dupisyy vdil ) paquaasag wajqoay

SWIHN PUE 2GRN A)S 1)022UUIY

BN INOG Y 5]

SAU07Z YINOS PUE Y)I0N 1)0d2UUIY]
dunsyy pasodoag y g3 Jo Liewuing




z gy

ENqeY JJHP|iv JO) PIlUIT|R3L o {|Im

BOIE Y | ‘s{eudiel asay) ded pue o)1epijosu0d o)
t661 Jo uuds ay) ut uonannsuod widoq o) sued
pue “spuod uoneiodead oy us sjeaew A)sem oy)
Jo uydwies uonjed1juaA PAIdIdWOd sey 1H0IOUUDY

SIDIEAM PUNOIT 10 DDRINS 0) PIsLD|IL
9 {ew s)udwIpas Ul defins pue SjEIW

Spuo woneiodear uepiop yinog ‘G|

spuog uonodeay uepiopginog

‘(81004 ()

A1} [RJISN 81 JO pud oY) saydeA Uty weyduig
34} Jo3j YD01 DM 3Y) J0) SANbIUYI) UONEWE|IIL
{BULj SNOUEBA JO A)I|IQISED] DY) DUILIEBXD O

spoolosd UONEBIISUOLUDP UOYELIIPUN SEY J1020UUDY

$10)ea punosd 4o 9depns 0] paseaal
oq Avw Y204 D)stA U} DjeJINS pue S{EION

(da0qe

208) WIS LS UONID(JOD) oA YR
apisisey ‘P soquinu o)is Aq padeuriu

S1 Y201 2158 DY) WOSJ S0em Yoro ]
suotiesdo a.anou su jo ped og o) jesodsip
YOud 218EM DY) SIDPISUOD JJODDULDY DUON

SEIY fusodsi] Yooy st

Juuad oYy jo aduensst Junieme

st pue *Kijend) 1918 p JO UOISIAL] YEl) oy

01 wasss siy) 1oy uoneayddy nwuog adieydsic]
12jBA\ PUNGID B PINILQNS SBY JOIDUUDY

SI3jEa ULOJS pue Yord| (040D o) sadeuresp
duurewas oy us Keaudpun st j1op so8euesp

P JO 11 Ui $21mdnns JJond sorem punosd pue
231N 0} SjUAUBA0IdWT POIRIdW0D SkY 10I0UUDY

SIDIEM PUROST 10 DDTINS O) PISLI|DS
9q ST JD)uw YOI} Ul dJeJ|ns pue SjEIoN

wos g
UONIVIO]) 101 YIRD] IPISISE i

ITHTRY N JIR VLYV RSV
AN AN T R TRl |

“uLiRd SIY) JO SUOHE|OfA OUUdIG

daey 21y | swasks Juuoyuow sdjem punosd
pug Uoloa)0p YL SIPNIUL pUR ‘LI adeydsi
1alem punoin yen e sapun pojesadu st 110413801
S L ‘P66 1 S0§ pa|npayos 1 0u0z piiy) ag)

JO BuLuKT 'S3UOZ 23143 DY) O M) UI PIIINISUOD
ud2q 3aey swsAs Juwyy pojesnsiydos pue ‘souoz
duyessdo 32.1y) o)ui papratp uadqg sey HOAISDI

oY | "a3ei0ls 1d7eM ULIOIS puk $53001d JO) JI0AIISH
Y1 3uidNIISUODAL 1 PUR HOAIISII DY) WO}

sjios pue *s3uijie) “sadpnjs oyl paued(d HoOdAUUDY

S129EM PUROIE 0 IDVINS 0) PISED|DL
0q {eut JdBM YOTO| L) J)B) (NS pUE S{RIOP

11001950y Yo weyduig odnry ‘¢

OIS YOO ey durg) ada|

ad syl Jo suonejois

Ou uddq ey a1y | swasks Junojow

J91em punvid pue uond21AP YED| SIpRjdUI

pue "udg 331eydsi(] 1oiep punoln yein

B Jopua pajesddo st 110419508 SIY | 1661 PUR ()66
ur wolsAs Fuiu) popeonsiydos e jo UoHINLSU0D
PAIddUIOD pue 10AITSII JY) PIUEI|D HOXDUUDY

: CIRIT
PUNOLT 1o 00R NN 0) POSEI]dI G KLl LA
ULIO}S PUB 4ILO] UI DR NS put SRop

1041050y Yoo weydwmg jjews ‘7|

10989y Y001 wieyduig] jjuy

IS S[U ] I8 SUOIY Jj0dauuay

aduyduyg
Buns|] vda uj ppquasaq waqos g

LN PUY DQUINN )|S 1}022UUIY

UL 3DINOG Y 15
. mlr

SIUO7Z JNOS PUE Y)ION 11020ULDY|
dunsiy pasodoa v g3 Jo Lrewmng




£ aduy

SNONdOUUL

oq o) eys oY) umoys APUdISISUOD daey S)|Nsas 189
‘Buiyoea) sjepw Joj jenuaod ay) suguuagop o) Jeys
3y pajsa) Ajporeadas sey pue ‘o)id Jeps ay) doje
woy) 53)1d 2018 |BLIIEW PIAGLUDI SEY H0IDUUDY

s1a1em puncad
4020 pns o) defs i oulz pue pes) saddos
WIIWOYD “DIUDSIE JO dSUD[I OfqISSO ]

914 Fu|S JoyPwWs |

ol dujs Ry

‘$661 Ui pasedord

94 |]1a UofRUIWRIUOD o1k punold [enpiso)

Lue ss2uppe 0) ueld v pe6| JO Jowuns dyy-u
Pa1npuod 3q v Suydwes iea punosd soyun)
pue *ss2130:d ug ase suonedisa.aul edse sainos
|BUOIIPPY "SON{BA S[RJIIU 10A0DDL O) SD)[3LUS DY) O)
P3J94201 pUB PIIEABIXD IO S{IOS PIJRUILEIUNY)
Pa1JIuapL 25m swd|qoad 1ojes punosd 9duo puod
uoniesodeaa ay) Jo asn ay) panunuOISIp 10OULDY

puod uoneiodead 1wo) wod)
SI0NM PUNOIE pUE 3DBHNS O) WNIUIPS
pue “1addod *o1uasie jo dseajo1 0jqissiy

wudjong Souyoy ‘gz

uodg vonesodeay $oui)o
i HO4 - 193

‘S|949] punosdyoeq

3A0QE pajeAd|d Ol 19jem pUNOId Ul SUOHENUIOUOD
1addod jey) 9ouapIad ou st oy pue

‘snopiezey jou aie (wdd g/6 - gz j0 93ues ‘widd
£L€ = adw1dar) v4q £q pa1oorp sonpe. soddor

s10jem punoud

0) s[10s 2oeins 2 ut soddod jo axeopos
J1qissud S[IOS DDLLINS UL SUONBHUIIUOD
wpunoidyoeq, asoqe soddon

SHoS eudepy ‘9

spog euduyy

‘$32100821 1918 punoid 133104d 0y

YEIN) JO 2115 By 0) uoneal|ddy iuuag adieyasic)
131B M\ PUNOID) B pINILQAS SBY )J0DOUUDY "Yr)[] JO
1S ay1 4q pajejndas ose uatupunodw| s3uijie)
$,1020UUTY Woi) $03IeYdSIp I10)EM ddepNS ||y

Juatupunodun sguijie woup siojpew
punuid pue aoepns 0y praj pue *1oddos
SLURILLCIYD “DIUDSIR JO DSBI[II OISO ]

Juatipunadhug s3urie | nosoutay] ‘p

Juouipunodug sdugpe | nosauusy

au0Z YioN

s3uljiey

9591 JO 22u0s01d 1OULIOJ Y] Yim PI)RINOSSE DIE
5109 J2 as194pe Kue )1 2uLIIP 0) Apnis ijeoy
& UIpunj-00 Osfe $11)050UUdY] peG] 0] pouueyd
81 [BAOWI sFu)|re) [euonippy “Pajajduiod udaq
Sey seare [elUdpIsas wias) sFuljie) vonenusound
d1uasie pue ped] Yy Jo [eaoway s3utjie) asoy
240131 0} Y47 oY) Yitm Bunesadons uaaq suy
NODUUIY ‘SUOHENUIDUOD dIUSIE pue ped| Y1y
Yum s3uijiey pajesouad jey) 210 1AISOULZPED)|
341 PO 1L 1O PIUIL 134D $10sSIDOPaId

$11 J0U 11000u4dY J9Y110U Jey) 1) oY) apidsa]

81991 punosd Jo oot pins
01 posea|os o Sewl sdure ur sjepW

suipie | 01D wieyduig ‘g

sduipe ] o1y wnydung

3)|S SY 1. 18 SHOJIDY Jjodauuay

ey
_Buis|] V7 uj paqussq wajqoy

JWHN PUE JIGIUAN IS 1)0IFUUIY

ALYN 3XINOS Y J7

gt

SAUOZ YINOS PUR YIION J10IIUUIY]
dunst] pasodouf y g7 Jo Lxeunung




